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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth 
in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
November 18, 2009 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 6, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
JP08-258888 (herein referred to as Miyamoto) 

Miyamoto teaches a cover tape for surface mounting embossed semiconductors 
formed by laminating exterior intermediate layer and adhesive layer, and an exterior 
biaxially oriented polyester or polypropylene (abstract). The intermediate layer is 
comprised a metallocene catalyzed ethylene copolymer having a density of 0.900- 
0.925g/cc (herein understood to anticipate the claimed ranges of claims) and a melting 
point of less than 1 10°C (herein understood to be sufficiently specific to anticipate the 
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claimed temperature ranges of claims )(005). The adhesion between the adhesive layer 
and the intermediate layer is 10-130g/mm (005)-herein understood to be sufficiently 
specific to anticipate the claimed range in claims 5-8) 

With regards to the difference between the maximum value of peeling strength 
upon separation and the minimum value, said property is herein understood to be 
inherent to the cover tape of Miyamoto since said film comprises the same layers 
having the same composition as the claimed film. 

With regards to the newly claimed softening temperature of the metallocene 
catalyzed LLDPE, the examiner takes the position that the m-LLDPE taught in 
Miyamoto which comprises the same copolymers, has a density in the overlapping 
claim range (0.90-0.907), and polymerized in a similar manner will inherently meet the 
claimed softening point and melting points since said polymers are compositionally 
identical to the claimed polymers. Note: both softening and melting points correlate to 
density (see Figures 3 and 4). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed November 18, 2009 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues examiner's assertions are improper (1) softening temperature 
and melting point are distinct properties. The examiner has not taken the position they 
are the same property. Thus, the argument is not persuasive. Applicant further argues 
the softening temperature and density of LLDPE do not directly or linearly correlate. 
Said position seems to be contradicted by Figure 4. Applicant makes the argument 
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that said property will also depend on molecular weight and the branching present. The 
examiner initially notes said position is not supported by evidence. Furthermore, 
branching and density are related. The examiner further notes said argument does not 
refute the argument of inherency with regards to the applied art. Applicant further 
argues the claimed polymers and the prior art are not identical. Said argument is noted 
but is not persuasive because applicant fails to explain how they differ. 

Applicant argues density and melting point do not directly correlate and points to 
a comparative example in the specification and example 1 of the prior art as proof. Said 
argument is not persuasive because there is no evidence melting point was determined 
by the same method or that the polymers are identical (polymerized by the same 
catalyst, etc). Applicant further points to Tables 1 and 2 to demonstrate melting point is 
not directly or linearly correlated to the density of LLDPE. The examiner respectfully 
disagrees and points to Table 1 of US 6,235,822; see also Figure 9 of "Relationship 
between molecular characteristics and physical properties of linear low density 
polyethylenes." For a given copolymer, density and softening point and/or melting point 
linearly relate. There is no evidence the examples in the table comprise the same 
copolymers. 

Applicant further argues the examples of Miyamoto do not meet the claimed 
melting point. The examiner notes that the teachings of the reference are not limited to 
the preferred or inventive examples. Therefore, the argument is not persuasive. 
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There is no evidence of record that the m-LLDPE of Miyamoto fails to meet the 
claimed softening point limitations. 

Applicant further argues that Miyamoto discloses a broad range of melting points 
of an ethylene copolymer without sufficiently describing ethylene copolymers having the 
disclosed range of melting points. Said argument has been fully considered but is not 
persuasive because Miyamoto teaches a specific polymer (m-LLDPE) with a narrow 
density range, distribution, and melting point range. Thus, the teachings of Miyamoto 
are understood to be sufficiently specific to anticipate all the disclosed m-LLDPE. With 
regards to applicant's arguments regarding the examples taught in Miyamoto, Applicant 
is reminded that a reference may be relied upon for all that it fairly teaches and is not 
limited to preferred or exemplary embodiments. 

Applicant further argues that the density disclosure of (0006) does not refer to m- 
LLDPE but rather to the "polyurethane system resin." Said disclosure has been 
reviewed and the examiner maintains the position that said disclosure refers to the m- 
LLDPE. Specifically, Miyamoto teaches at (0006) that "It is the ethylene-alpha olefin 
copolymer which polymerized with a metallocene catalyst whose ratio of a molecular 
weight as which the melting point is 1 10 or less in 0. 900-0. 925g[/cm ] 3, and density of 
resin is specified by a ratio of weight-average-molecular-weight (Mw) / number average 
molecular weight (Mn) is three or less. . ." 

For the reasons noted above, the rejection is maintained. 

Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KEVIN R. KRUER whose telephone number is 
(571)272-1510. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Callie Shosho can be reached on 571-272-1 123. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Kevin R Kruer/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1794 



